The importance of incorporating second language acquisition (SLA) research into second language teacher education and classroom practice has been recognised (Ellis, 2005; Tarone & Allwright, 2005) . However, this is a challenge as exemplified in task-based language teaching (TBLT), which closely draws on SLA research. The present study focuses specifically on one area of SLA, language input. By using a multimethod case study approach, it documents six Vietnamese EFL teachers' conceptions of input. The study generally showed that the teachers had a synthetic conception of input. Some contextual factors also constrained their provision of rich comprehensible input. The study provides insights into how teacher cognition is mediated by professional development, prior teaching experiences, and many other aspects of both present and past contexts (Borg, 2006) . Specifically, the study justifies why integrating key SLA concepts into practice is challenging, and why teachers' conceptions must be considered in implementing innovations.
other aspects of both present and past contexts (Borg, 2006) . As a result, teachers' conceptions are idiosyncratic, conscious, evolving, and context-specific (Entwistle, Skinner, Entwistle & Orr, 2000) .
Research into language teachers' conceptions is abundant (see Borg, 2006) . However, few studies have focused on SLA issues such as classroom input via teachers' use of the target language (e.g. Bateman, 2008 , Macaro, 1997 Turnbull & Arnett, 2002) . In the context of Vietnam, research on teachers' cognition is scarce (Canh, 2008) , let alone research on teachers' cognition about SLA concepts. Borg (2003) stresses the important need for research into SLA issues particularly in contexts where English is "taught by non-native teachers and where syllabuses are to various degrees prescribed" (p.98).
The study examined ways of working with Vietnamese English teachers specifically in the area of knowledge of language input. Researchers, including Hedge (2000) , have suggested there are specific areas from SLA research that deserve special attention from the teacher's perspective; Hedge's list includes the nature of input.
While the term input invokes various conceptions, Chaudron's definition is helpful. He states that, " [t] he input available to second language learners is the raw data from which they derive both meaning and awareness of the rules and structures of the target language" (Chaudron, 1985, p.3) . Carroll (1999) notes that conceiving of input as raw data as compared with analyzed data is popular in SLA research. Saleemi (1989) further explains that the concept of input depends on the researcher's resources and interests, and more importantly, his/her view of language.
There are ultimately two ways of viewing language and therefore the input for learners. These views expressed in synthetic and analytic syllabuses. Synthetic syllabuses see language as compartmentalized linguistic pieces that teachers work to present one at a time, and that learners work to master and assemble for use in communication (Wilkins, as cited in Long & Crookes, 1992) . Traditional approaches such as Grammar Translation and Present-PracticeProduce embody this view. Conversely, analytic syllabuses present language as integrated chunks without direct manipulation or selection of discrete structures or lexis. Language is primarily seen as a means of communication rather than a subject matter, and language learning is viewed as a psycholinguistic process rather than a linguistic structure. However, it may be the case in syllabuses of this nature that the input has been "modified in other ways" (Long & Crookes, 1992, p. 28) . In recent years, this analytic approach has been promoted in many Asian countries in an attempt to bring SLA research closer to classroom practice, manifest specifically in task-based instruction. Embedded in such a perspective is the notion of comprehensible input and negotiable input. Krashen's (1985) comprehensible input implies that learners need to understand the message conveyed to them and have yet to process some linguistic data beyond their existing language competence. The nature of input is therefore important. Modified input, in terms of phonological or syntactic simplifications, lexical elaboration, adaptation of speech rate, or even speech elaboration, is especially useful for lower proficiency learners (Wesche, 1994) . A particular type of modified input that has practical relevance to classroom practice is teacher use of the target language in the classroom (Ellis, 1985) . Research has pointed out increased comprehension of written and oral texts due to teacher elaborative speech (Wesche, 1994) . In addition, purposefully enhanced input containing saliently made linguistic forms can facilitate learners' comprehension and uptake (Ellis, 2003; Harley, 1998 ). Long's (1981) interaction hypothesis also suggests that negotiation generates comprehensible input as learners actively engage in communication; this is useful for language acquisition. Krashen (1985) sums up three useful features of comprehensible input: salience, frequency of occurrence, and relevancy to the learner.
Further, exposure to an extensive amount of input through extensive reading conceivably promotes second language learning, especially general language proficiency (Elley & Mangubhai, 1983 , as cited in Mangubhai, 2006 .
Research regarding teachers' concerns in adopting more meaning based or communicative tasks in many Asian countries like Japan, South Korea, China, and Hong Kong (Littlewood, 2007) seems to point out that these concerns may have an impact on teachers' willingness to embrace notions of rich and comprehensible input, and extensive opportunities for negotiated interaction. Teachers can be challenged by the requirement to use English extensively, while seeing that communicative activities and tasks often fail to result in rich language use by the learners.
Method

Context and Participants
In Vietnam, English language teaching (ELT) in universities is still focused on linguistic knowledge. Tertiary institutions do not build on school curricula, but tend to develop program packages based on a few selected commercial English textbooks (Trinh, 2005) . Teaching largely follows the prescribed textbooks and is subject to a limit of approximately three fortyfive-minute periods per week, and a total of number of periods ranging from 180 to 300. Classes comprise a large number of students whose proficiency levels are usually mixed. Teaching is also mainly for testing, which often ignores communicative skills. In addition, as in many other Asian countries, the lack of a social environment for communicating in English generally restricts ELT in Vietnam (Canh, 2000) . Although training programs include a component about communicative language teaching (CLT), teachers are often constrained from teaching communicatively (Pham, 2005) .
The Vietnamese teachers in this study worked in a university whose ELT program ultimately follows what is described above. The ELT program at their university has had a focus on grammar and reading, but recently changed to incorporate basic communicative skills. The program was based on two textbooks divided into five levels from elementary (levels 1-3) to pre-intermediate (levels [4] [5] ; each textbook has ten units. The university has approximately 21,000 students (www.ctu.edu.vn), and classes on average have 50 students. Information about the participants (with pseudonyms) is given in Table 1 . 
Procedure
The present study is derived from a larger study which aimed to examine teachers' responses to the knowledge of essential conditions for SLA that we have termed facilitating conditions (see Doughty & Long, 2003) . One of the facilitating conditions, language input, was introduced to the participants in a two-hour workshop focusing on the concept and nature of input as outlined above. The workshop aimed to elicit the teachers' thinking about the idea of enriching language input in their English classrooms. The key idea proposed in the workshop was that teachers "try out some of the pedagogical applications suggested by SLA research [to] understand what it really means for their own teaching context" (Lightbown, 2000, p. 453) .
Data were collected in September 2007. Before the workshop, interviews were conducted to stimulate the participants to talk about their understanding of the SLA facilitating conditions: one group interview with four participants, and two individual interviews with the others. After the workshop, the teachers planned their own lessons in which they explored and sought to exploit the concept of input. They presented lesson plans, and were interviewed to clarify their plans. After teaching their lessons, they wrote reflections, and then were engaged in stimulated recall sessions, where they talked about moments in their lessons, elaborating on their aims, intentions, and evaluations of what they were doing at the time. (See Appendix A for question prompts used at each of these interview occasions.)
The study triangulated all the sources of data: three initial interviews (one group and two individual), six lesson plans, six lesson plan interviews, six reflective writings, and six stimulated recall sessions. Interpretation also followed the process of corroborating the different data (Denzin, 1988) . Due to limited space, this paper selectively presents the data from initial interviews, lesson plans, reflections, and stimulated recalls. Table 2 below shows the dimensions of defining input derived from the initial interviews. The data showed that a synthetic notion of input was dominant among the teachers, although some had a broad view. Only Kim, the most experienced teacher, had an understanding of input as language data from the environment. This paper focuses on the dominant feature. 
Findings Teachersʼ Initial Notions of Input
The following extract from a teacher interview illustrates the dominant understanding of input as discrete linguistic elements.
To address the language input in my class, I give my students some drills so that they can kind of practise and practise the same structure, for example about tense or so, but a lot of drills. (Hoa)
Concerning the nature of input, Table 3 below shows the five features perceived by the teachers as characterizing good language input. Two teachers (Hoa and Thu) showed a richer understanding than the others did, as they named more characteristics of quality input. Hoa named four aspects, and Thu named three. The most dominant aspect was that they all identified appropriateness to learners' levels as one of the necessary features of language input. For example, one teacher understood that good input should cater for learners' needs. She said depending on learners' levels, the teacher could decide how to provide appropriate input.
...if you are teaching English for a child, and then the language that you pick out to teach a child is very different from the students whose major area is mathematics or science…(Kim) 
Accommodating Analytic Input
In the lesson plans and pre-and post-lesson interviews, it was shown that all the teachers appeared to incorporate the idea of input as the target language addressed to learners for implicit learning. They thought of input as texts, audio, video, or teacher talk. Phuc, for example, chose to simplify an audio-based text to familiarize students with an audio tape they were going to listen to. Likewise, Hoa reported that she regretted not being able to speak English effectively to provide optimal input. It is interesting to note that initially she talked about input in terms of cultural and linguistic knowledge that needed to be taught.
My initially hesitated to articulate her view of the concept, but did show her uptake of the concept in an attempt to apply it in her lesson. This teacher even interpreted input as inclusive of language tasks. When she was prompted in the stimulated recall interview (SRI) on whether rich input had been created for her students' learning, she revealed an analytic conception of input, as indicated below.
I think if talking about the objective of the lesson, it [input] was generally rich. For example, the teacher's instruction was in English, the students listened to the audio tape, and then they practised a situation outside the book, related to their real life. (My-SRI)
While all the teachers showed a degree of understanding input in analytic terms, the data also showed that the teachers accommodated the new concept into their dominant understanding of input as pre-selected linguistic elements. An examination of their lessons and talks about the lessons revealed two dominant themes as discussed below.
A synthetic view as exemplified in lesson objectives and targeted structures. The six participants presented different lesson plans, as summarized in Table B (see Appendix B) , but all the lessons expressed a clear emphasis on the predetermined elements of the target language directly relevant to the units they taught. Three teachers (Hoa, My, and Sinh) clearly stressed this linguistic objective. Hoa indicated her goal to be the students' ability to use the simple past tense after the lesson. In her reflection, she wrote, "I found the input of the -ed ending very helpful for students." Similarly, My attempted to promote the use of personal information questions in practice. She wrote on her reflective sheet that she had provided all the input necessary for the students to talk about their personal information. Sinh's lesson clearly stressed the grammatical forms relevant to the topic "daily activities." Kim and Thu specified a number of objectives, encompassing the practice of a variety of skills such as listening, reading, and speaking. Close analysis of their lesson activities revealed that they also aimed at specific language items (be going to in Thu's lesson; adverbs of frequency and prepositions of time in Kim's). Thu began with presenting the form and function of the structure, then provided practice of the structure via reading, listening, speaking, and writing. She used drills first, and then provided less controlled speaking and writing tasks called "grammar production," which she said aimed to generate students' input. Kim similarly exploited all the sources of input, namely listening, reading, and speaking, to achieve the linguistic goal specified in her lesson plan. Phuc did not describe any objectives, but her designed activities likewise revealed her intention to teach the modal verb can. She structured the lesson in a way that concentrated students' attention on this verb form and functions through a series of steps -reading, listening, and speaking -to get students to see, hear, and use the structure.
A synthetic view as exemplified in the way input was directed. The linguistic content the teachers intended to teach constituted the focal point to which they directed forms of input. The teachers' recall sessions and reflections on the lessons demonstrate this. Thu, for example, attempted to integrate the different skills in a lesson that sought to teach linguistic content relevant to communicating a topic. Thu presented "be going to," and intentionally repeated it in her talk to give students an opportunity to hear it. Thu commented on her talk in the lesson:
Researcher: What do you think about the language you used at that time? Thu:
There was something old and something new there. Researcher:
What was new? Thu:
It was "going to move, they are going." (Thu-SRI)
Thu further considered pre-teaching new vocabulary as a provision of optimal input, and believed this provision facilitated students' practice and use of the structure in focus.
Any way, they were exposed to reading, speaking, and listening, so they were exposed to that structure. (Thu-SRI, emphasis added)
Likewise, Phuc explained that her attempts to write a text for her students to recognize the functions of can, to get them listening to an audio recording of a native speaker talking about his abilities, and to give students a chance to listen to her and their peers talking about their abilities, all aimed to optimize their exposure to that grammatical form.
I have made it optimal. I have created all the opportunities such as audio, story, my written text for them to recognize the structure. (Phuc-SRI)
The Teachersʼ Use of English and Constraints
All the teachers reported their understanding of teachers as a useful source of language input in the classroom. They all thought that teachers' use of English in the classroom was beneficial to students' learning. Nevertheless, they only used English for three purposes: to explain new language material, especially when it was concrete, to elicit students to answer questions, and to give simple instructions. This limitation was reflected in their interviews as they spoke about a number of contextual factors. Figure 1 below shows the three dominant factors among the teachers: a concern for comprehension, students' low proficiency, and time pressure. The data, as interpreted in Figure 1 above, shows that the teachers' concern for delivering a comprehensible message to students and their perceptions about the students' ability to comprehend English affected their decision to switch to Vietnamese. Underlying this decision also was the time pressure. For example, Phuc expressed her concern for students' comprehension when she explained a task her students were going to do:
Vietnamese, I spoke English and then Vietnamese because I was afraid they did not understand. I was afraid they did not know the word "line." (Phuc-SRI)
My said she only spoke English when she found it "simpler, less time-consuming, and confusing" than using Vietnamese. The teacher explained further that depending on what she taught, she might use English. Time also mediated this use.
It depends on what I teach them. For example, if it is familiar to students, I will use English, and if it is so abstract, I have to speak Vietnamese to save time; so later in the lesson, I spoke Vietnamese. (My-SRI)
Thu expressed a similar concern for two reasons: the concept she intended to convey was too abstract to understand, and the students had a low level of proficiency.
There I used Vietnamese to ensure they understood; usually for something hard to understand, I use Vietnamese, and for elementary level and large classes, it is for sure. (Thu-SRI)
The Limited Capacity of Peer Input
The six teachers construed different meanings for peer input, but most of them presented a general view that this type of input has a limited capacity to promote learning. Table 4 shows the aspects of peer input conceived by the teachers. It reveals that they all thought that students can benefit from peers in learning vocabulary, but this depends on the proficiency levels of students. Most were concerned about erroneous learning due to students' lack of accuracy in using English.
Concern for students' comprehension
Perceived students' low proficiency Vietnamese use Time pressure She only acknowledged the capacity of peer input under certain conditions, and it was quite dependent upon the learners' language ability. She explained that the language proficiency level of students played a role in influencing mutual learning. If the students' language ability was "ok," they "would still pick up the language, such as new words or structures that their friends use and that they have never thought out" (Kim-SRI). Thu, a less experienced teacher, expressed a similar view that the value of students' input lies in the opportunity to benefit from peer ideas or information rather than language:
Usually the input is mainly the idea they can learn from each other, so before writing or speaking I would ask them to discuss. For the language or accuracy of structures, I am not sure students would benefit from each other, because their levels are just the same. (Thu-SRI)
This way of viewing peer input differs from that of Sinh. This youngest teacher believed that peer input could support mutual learning:
...The input from students, when they come to talk to each other, would be easier for them to understand because their levels might be relatively similar. Therefore, it is more comfortable for them, I think, to listen to their classmates than to the teacher, the input from their classmates would be retained longer, and it is not certain that they would copy the mistakes from each other. I think they can realize what is wrong and what is right. (Sinh-SRI)
Discussion
The study generally showed that the teachers initially shared an overall conception of input from a synthetic or structuralist view of language. Accordingly, they all had an orientation to interpret input as the pre-determined divisible linguistic items to be taught for learning and mastery.
This conception influenced their interpretation of the SLA concept of comprehensible input. The notion was accommodated by the teachers converging various forms of input such as texts, teacher talk, or audiotapes to promote the learning and mastery of particular pre-determined linguistic elements. They still saw input, even in these forms, as ways of reinforcing or exposing students to the targeted items. Their conception of language input, in Saleemi's (1989) view, reflects the underpinning product-oriented view of language, which they largely experienced in their training.
Teacher use of English as input was thought to be useful for promoting exposure to English in the classroom, but the teachers limited it to certain pedagogical purposes relevant to teaching the target language. This limitation was found to have links with a combination of factors both contextual and experiential, such as the teachers' concern for students' comprehension if English was used at all time, students' limited level of English proficiency, and time pressures to complete lessons. This finding backs up the fact that teachers often perceive the benefits of target language use in the foreign language classroom to be restricted (Bateman, 2008; Macaro, 1997; Turnbull & Arnett, 2002) .
It appeared that multiple factors mediated the teachers' decisions to speak English in the classroom, but the learners' level seemed to be the most important factor. The perception of teacher input as restricted to pedagogical purposes also appeared to reveal that the teachers rarely saw their English use as an opportunity for communicating to students in an authentic sense. In this way, the institutional goal, which was to teach a foreign language and teach it accurately, clearly contributed to this restricted view (Seedhouse, 2005) .
The students' level of proficiency also played an important role in the teachers' thinking about learning from peers. The more experienced teachers saw the benefits of peer input as dependent upon the students' levels of proficiency. They showed concern for grammatical and phonological accuracy and especially the incorporation of L1 in the input. This perception reflects not only a product-oriented view of teaching, but also the experiential beliefs established from their years of teaching General English to university students, whose proficiency levels are generally low (Nam, 2008; Thanh Ha, 2008) .
Teachers' conceptions of language input as described above apparently reflected their response to the principle of generating extensive, rich, and comprehensible input. Among the teachers, only two brought into the classroom further input resources in form of written texts and audio. Even when this incorporation occurred, it was done with the purpose of promoting the recurrence of intended language items for learning and mastery or further introducing language items to students. With respect to making input comprehensible to students, the teachers attempted to incorporate redundancy in their speech in that they repeated a structure or form several times, explained new words by using miming, pictures, or paraphrases, or made language items salient in a written text for students to notice and learn. In general, the teachers' shared conception of language input reflects their synthetic view of language, conditioned by both their beliefs and the context in which they work. These observations of teachers interpreting concepts in their individual ways illustrates that a socially-situated constructivist perspective aligns well with attempts to understand why teachers, given an opportunity to learn, decide to use or reject useful skills, methods, and concepts (Berliner, 2005) .
Conclusion
If TBLT, or any new approach for that matter, is to be successful, teacher developers need to understand the complexity of teacher's conceptions about teaching and learning, and especially about language itself. This study provides evidence, with particular relevance to the notion of language input, of this complexity. It also details the particular and immediate factors that teachers identified in their contexts as constraining their implementation of tasks and activities that would promote richer input. By understanding the complexity of teachers' thinking and both the immediate teaching context and the wider socio-cultural context, teacher developers may be better placed to respond to Berliner's (2005) call for the need to understand why teachers, given an opportunity to learn, decide to use or reject useful skills, methods, and concepts.
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Appendix B Lesson Plans for Language Input
-Predict true or false for the statements given.
-Read the text in the book to check.
-Fill in the activities with the time points given in the chart.
-Present adverbs of frequency and prepositions of time.
-Practice the rules with drill cues.
-Role-play being a journalist asking Tanya about her working day. Try to include adverbs of frequency in your answers.
